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Cable Home Wiring

The primary goal of the 1992 Cable Act is to bring as much
competition to the cable television market as possible, increasing
consumer choice in all facets of the cable television market.? To
that end, Consumer Federation of America (CFA) concurs in principle
with the comments of Bell Atlantic in this docket. Specifically,
CFA agrees with Bell Atlantic’s assertion that cable company
ownership of the wiring inside consumer’s homes and the policy
which deprives consumers ownership and unimpeded access to the
wiring in their homes, acts as a significant impediment to
competition in the installation and maintenance of cable home
wiring and the delivery of broadband services.

The Commission can bring competition to the home wiring market

Consumer Federation of America is a coalition of more than
240 pro-consumer organizations from throughout the nation with a
combined membership of over 50 million. CFA’s primary goal is to
represent the interests of consumers before the U.S. Congress and
federal regulatory agencies.

*Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of
1992, Pub. L. No. 102-385, 106 Stat. 1460 (1992). (hereinafter, the
1992 Cable Act).



by providing parallel terms and conditions for consumer ownership
of inside wiring to those applied to local telephone companies.’
This type of ownership structure, giving consumers the option to
own their cable home wiring, will reduce service disruption and
uncertainty for consumers. In addition, allowing consumers the
option of cable home wiring ownership in the model of the local
telephone companies, will permit consumers to hook up any new

service they might wish to while reducing expenses and aggravation.

The cable monopoly in practically every market in the country

extends to broadband access to the homes of all subscribers. Not
unlike the bottleneck control the local telephone companies
maintain, cable companies’ monopoly control of the sole broadband
line into the home puts them in a position which can ultimately
lead to abuse of consumers. Congress was concerned that if each
competing broadband service is forced to make a new entry into the
home, the combination of additional expenses both to competitors
and consumers and the inconvenience of having several wires running
into the home will act as a significant deterrent to the

development of competition.®* This would seem to be contrary to

Fed. 24, 1986),

, CC Dkt. No.‘79'105 “Mem.OOp.’andAOrder (released
Nov. 21, 1986);

ir o the Tele twork, CC Dkt. No. 88- 57,
Report and Order (released June 6, 1990).

‘The Senate Report speciflcally states that "...if a
subscriber terminates cable service, these cable operators remove
the wiring, often causing damage in the process." The report



both Congress’s and the Commission’s goal of promoting competition
throughout all facets of the cable marketplace®, and particularly

the inside home wiring market.

Should

The legislative history of the 1992 Cable Act makes clear that
Congress intended to treat cable home wiring under a similar
regulatory scheme to the one applied to 1local telephone home
wiring.® This will help bring both greater consumer choice and
competition to this segment of the cable market, just as has been
the case in the local telephone market.

Parallel rules to those applied to local telephone inside
wiring” should be adopted with respect to the point at which the
consumers control the wiring in their homes and guaranteed

unrestricted access for all broadband multichannel video providers.

continued, "...if a subscriber decides to terminate cable service
and later reinstate it or seek service from a different cable
company, the subscriber should not have to bear the cost and
inconvenience of having new wiring installed."” S. Rep. No. 138,
102d Cong., 1st Sess. 1, at 23(1991).

Competition Act of 1992, Cable Home Wiring, “MM DKt No. 92-260 VNPRM
at 2, n.6 (released Nov. 6, 1992). See _also, 1992 Cable Act 106
Stat. at 1463.

s"The FCC permits consumers to remove, replace, rearrange, or
maintain telephone wiring inside the home even though it might be
owned by the telephone company. The Committee thinks that this is
a good policy and should be applied to cable." S. Rep. No. 138 at
23.

Wiring, cc Dkt No. 79- 105, Mem. Op. “and Order‘at’z' 20-21 (released
Nov. 21, 1986).



Furthermore, consumers should not be forced to purchase existing
cable inside wiring or to pay for the use of said wiring.

CFA joins Congress in urging that the Commission establish
rules on inside home wiring maintenance and ownership. In
addition, Commission rules should mandate that cable operators
notify their subscribers about all options, rights and

responsibilities regarding the control and ownership of inside home

wiring.®

*"The FCC should also require cable operators to describe
clearly the options concerning home wiring maintenance." S. Rep.
No. 138 at 23.



conclusion

The Commission should bring competition and consumer choice to
the inside cable wiring segment of the cable marketplace by
adopting parallel rules regarding inside cable wire maintenance to

the rules already applied to inside 1local telephone wire

maintenance.

Respectfully submitted,
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